DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 039 272 gD 009 953

AUTHOR Wilson, RAlan B,

TITLE Sociological Perspectives on the Development of
ARcademic Competence in Urban Areas.

INSTITUTION California Univ., Berkeley. Survevy Research Center.

PUB DATE 10 Mar 70

NOTE 43p.; Paper presented at the series of lectures,

"Urban EFducation--Another Look", Teachers College,
Columbia University, New York, N.Y., March 10, 1970

EDRS PRICE EDRS Price MF-$0.25 HC-$2.25

DESCRIPTORS *Academic Ability, Academic Achievement, Biological
Influences, Caucasian Students, *Environmental
Influences, High School Stuients, *Intelligence
Differences, Junior High School Students, Negro
Students, *Racial Differences, *Secondary School
Students, Social Factors, Socioeconomic Influences

TDENT IFIERS California, Hemnon Nelson IQ Test

ABSTRACT

Three themes have dominated the sociclogy of
education: the sub-cultural thesis, the socio-cultural advantage
thesis, and the biogene:ic thesis. With regards to the last, one
should try to account for differences in the behavior of identifiable
social groups by looking for social causes. The relationship between
the strength of the bonds attaching youths to social groups and the
development of academic competence was investigated using data
selected from a comprehensive study of a sample of 4077 Arawn from
the 17,000 secondary school students in western Contra Costa County
in the spring of 1965. The social groups taken as salient in the
environment of youths are the family, the peer group, the school, and
the studentts perception of the society as a whole. The Hemnon-Nelson
group IQ test was the criterion measure. The large disparities of
some 15 IQ points between the off-spring of professional and of
lower-class parents, and between blacks and whites are entirely
interpreted by the set of intervening environmental variables. (J#¥)




SOCIOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVES ON
THE DEVELCPMENT OF ACADEMIC COMPETENCE IN URBAN AREAS*

o

o~

o Alan B. Wilson
o Survey Research Center
Al
o
2
wl

University of California, Berkeley

U.5. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION & WELFARE
OFFICE OF EDUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRODUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM THE
PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGINATING IT. POINTS OF VIEW GR OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRESENT OFFICIAL OFFICE OF EDUCATION
POSITION OR POLICY.

TR AR S R AT

R R

*This paper was prepared for a lecture at Teachers College, Columbia
University, on March 10, 1970, as a part of the series, "Urban Education
-~-Another Look." Data which are reported here were collected with the

support of research greats from the National Institutes of Mental Health

y P i L2 R i b e Kl b DTSSR i an i i e o

VD 0609 953

and the U. S. Commission on Civil Rights. The opinions expressed here
are those of the author and should not be construed as representing the

opinions cr policy of any agency of ihe United States Government.




N

Two'major themes have dominated the sociological interpretations of
variations in academic competence between social groups. One might be

called a theory of socic-cultural differentiation, emphasizing the dif-

ferences in beliefs, values, aspirations, and outlook between social
groups; the skills and talents which are peculiarly estfemed and
nourished; and the differences in information, vocabulary, and concepts
which are learned and transmitted in groups which are, to some degree,

insulated from one another. The other emphasis is upon soecio-cultural

advantage (or "disadvantage", as we are wont to focus upon what seems a

"problem"). In this view, academiec competence-;particularly verbal
abstract reasoning which is so important to our school curricula--is
conceived as a more-or-less unidimensional hierarchy. The intellectual
quality and demands of the social environment of a youth--in the family,
among p;ers, and in the school--may facilitate or impede the development
of competence. It is not that different competencies are engendered i:
different enviromments, rather environments have unequal guality for
nurturing intellectual growth.

Without intending a tﬁorough review of the numerous studies reflecting
these two themes, let me mention just a few. An early focus which might
be called "sub-cultural" was upon the.diverging.values of social classes
which would seem to lead to inequal success in school. Innumerable articles
in this genre might be mentioned: for example Herbert Hyﬁan's (1953)
"Value Systems of Different Classes...," and Joseph Kahl's (1953) "Educa-
tional ‘and Occupational Aspirations of 'Common Man; Boys." Richard
Hﬂggart’s.(i957)abook,‘"The,vses ot‘Literacy".describing the culture of




working-class life in England further emphasized the non-mobile and
anti-educational values of the stable working class--as did Bernard Rosen
(1956) in "The Achievement Syndromet" In "The Adolescent Soc;9ty"

James Coleman (1961) makes the case that the culture of a peer-group
defines the kind of behavior which will be rewarded: where athletic
prowess is esteemed the most able youths will invest théir energy in
sport. Even earlier the now "classical" lecture by Allison Davis (1948),
"Socisel-Class Influences upon Learning," emphasized the differences
between groups in experiences and familial socialization. This emphasis,
of course, led to the effort to devise "culture fair" tests.

On the other hand, works such as Patriéia.Mayo Sexton's (1961),
"Education and Income" and James Coleman's (1966) more recent report on
"Equality of Educational Opportunity" underline the inequality of
environmental advantages. Basil Bernstein's (1961) socio-linguistic
hypothesis which has been so influential upon many American writers
clearly suggests a uni-dimensional hierarchy of cognitive skills--with
all the advantage going to the middle-class child with a command of
"formal 1anguage"-which permits flexible permutations and individuelization
of meaning; while all classes, he affirms, have access to "public
language" which depends upoﬁ.a conmunity of tacit common understandings

" and values. Vera John (1963, 1964) and Suzanne Keiler (1963), in their
studies of the verbal development of slum children have contributed to
this thesis.

These two emphases are not, of cour: =, antithetical at all points:

a difference between sub-pultﬁres can be an advantage to only one in a

(. 8society cffering a monolithic structure of rewards. The concrete and




meticuloﬁs learning style which Frank Reissman (1962) points to as a
hidden strength of the digadvantaged student remains, nonetheless, a
disadvantage so lﬁng as schools--and society-~reward abstract and facile
thought.

The differing emphases emanate in part from the presuppositions and
consequent research methodologies of the investigators. Direct observa-
tion of the beliefs, values,and behavior of different social groups will
lead to & delineation of cultural differences; an inquiry into the
determinants of some single measure of academic competence will more
likely lead to an assessment of relative socio-cultural advantage.

Yet the distinction I have emphasized is more than a conceptual
convenience and an artifact of research choices. Allison Davis (1948),
and, more recently linguists such as Labov and Johnson (in unpublished
manuscripts), have emphatically reaffirmed the view that "All languages
in the world...have...structures sufficiently flexible to express every
category of thought which the human being can conceive." (Swadish, 1941;
cf. also Sapir, 1939). They have sought to demonstrate this specifically
through the analysis of protocols of non-standard English dialects.

This is clearly not reconcilsble with Bernstein's work or that of
others who have emphasized the role of language in mediating thought.

A third thesis for the interpretation of variations in academic
competence, which certainly does not originate with sociologists, yet
is implici£ inthe accounts of many and explicit in a few is the

biogenetic perspective. A colleague of mine, Professor Arthur Jensen

(1969) has recently reviewed and refocused public attention on this




perspective.  Even though sociologists, along with eultural anthropologists,
have historically been on the environmentalistic side of the old nature-

nurture controversy, the biogenetic perspective permeates the writing of

influential sociologists. Kingsley Davis and Wilbert Moore (1945) argued

for the functional necessity of stratification in order te attract persons
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of inherent capacity to positions of responsibility and“importance.

Most sociologists, I believe it is fair to say, accept the view
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that performance on an intelligence test is some function--vhich cannot

be too precisely determined--of genetic factors, environmental factors,
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and their interaction. Some, such as David Goslin (1963), William Sewell
(1966), and Bruce Eckland (1967) are inclined to accept the estimates

made by Sir Cyril Burt (1966), based upon twin studies, that three-
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quarters or so of the variance is accounted for by genetic factors; a
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very few, like Robert Faris (1961) deny any relationship between levels
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of performance and innate capacities.

But the pervasiveness of the biégenetic perspective among sociologists
can best be estimated not from their ideological affirmations but from
the format of their cross-tabulations. In cross-sectional studies
intended to assess the effect of some environmental factor upon acadenmic
performance, it is a rule that an IQ test should ve "held constant."
In his review of research on "The Prediction of Academic Performance,"
David Lavin (1965; pp. 22-32) voices an apparent concensus in pointing

out that failure to do so vitiates the finding. Clearly this methodological

rule rests upon the assumption that performance on the I1Q test is predetermined

and independent of both the environmental factor and the academic competence

being assessed.




I do not wish here to add yet another chapter to the debate which

has been filling the pages of recent issues of the Harvard Educational

Review, though I will return to it later. The three theoretical
perspectives which I believe have explicitly or implicitly dominated
the sociology of education for the past several decades--sub-cultural,
cultural advantage, and biogenetic-~have left a much older sociological
theory undeveloped.

Emile Durkheim in his doctoral dissertation (1n 1893; pp. 345-3L7)
said:
There are always heliefs and practices cormon to
men vhich are not inscribed in their tissues.
But this character is more manifest as the social
mass and density grow. The more people there are
in association, and the more they react upon one
another, the more also does the product of these
reactions pass beyond the bounds of the organism
e« » o oT0o put it in terms of the classical

definition, if man is a reasonable animal, that
is because he is a sociable animal, . . . .

Reasoning, according to Durkheim, is imposed upon the intellect as a
moral necessity by the social groups with whom he interacts--and it
depends upon the "density" of the group and the amount of reaction
which takes place within it.

A similar view is expressed in the pithy aphorism of Jean Piaget
(1932, p. hob):

Logic is the morality of thought jJust as °
morality is the lecgic of action.

This emphasis, of course, pervades the social philosophy of George Herbert

\

Mead (1934, p. 195):

We must regard mind, then, as arising and
developing within the social process, within
the empirical matrix of social interactions.
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Allithree, Durkheim, Piaset, and Mead, regard symbolic reasoning
as a social product. The transition f:om subjective egocentrism to
objective decentfation, in thought, as in morality, depends upon a
series qf social transactions. The concern for proof or logical Justi-
fication, like the concern for principle or moral justification, develop
in interpersonal interplay.

At this level of generality both sub-cultural theory and cultural
advantage theory may find intellectual precedents. But Durkheim's
stress was not upon the differences in subsfantive content between
groups but upon the density and amount of reaction within groups. It

is.a theory of social cohesion, not difference.

The stronger the donds which qttach‘an individual to social groups
~ the more will his thought be governed by logic and his action by morality;
the weaker the bonds the less will he recognize other rules of thought
or conduct than are required for egocentric action of the moment.

This is not only a different emphasis from sub-cultural and cultural
advantage theories; it is.at some points antitheticel. It suggests, for
example, that the more integrated a disadvantaged youth is in his fanmily
or in his peer-group the more he will be governed by rules of lozic as
of morality. | |

In the area of social morality Travis Hirschi (1969) has directly
tested this hypothesis with the interesting finding that youths who are
closely attached to lower-class families, or even to delinquent peers,

are less likely to commit delinguent acts than youths who are detached.

This is clearly inconsistent with the views that delinquency is learned

{




in a criminal sub-culture or is a simple consequence of economic privation.

Here, however, I wish to examine data which bear upon the relationship
between the strength of the bornds attaching youths to social groups and
the development of academic competence in an urban area.

The data are selected from a comprehensive study of a sample of 4077
secondary school students in a school district in the San Francisco-
Oakland metropolitan area.” (See Wilson, 1965 and 1969) The seventeen
thousand students attending eleven public Junior and senior high schools
in western Contra Costa County--across the Bay from San Francisco--in
the spring of 1965 constitute the population from which the sample was
drawn. This is primarily an industrial area; almost two-thirds of the
employed males are manual workers. The proporfion of Blacks in the area
at that time was dbout'éighteen per cent (Wilson, 1966).

The particular varisbles which I wish to discuss were mostly gathered
in a pencil-and-paper questionnaire.in the spring of 1965. These data
are supplemeﬂted by information transcribed from school records and by
the scores from tests administered a year later, in 1966.

As in many social sur%eys, the operational indicators which are
available are crude, and often only indirect surrogates for the conceptﬁalz
variables/they'are intended to0 represent. But the bias which this
crudeness introduces does not seem, on the vhole, pernicious: it leads
to conservative underestimates rather thén exaggerations of the relation-
ships., -

The social groups which I have taken to be saiient in the environment
of youths are the family, the peer group, the school, and the student's

rerception of the society as a'whole.




(FIGURE 1 HERE)

are Ll
In Figure 1,examples of the kinds of variables which are availsble

to describe, first, the academically relevant quality (cultural advantages)
of each group, and, second, to characterize the nature of the bonds which
relate the individual to each group. Any one of the variables listed
under "social bonds" could be construed as an index of social cohesion,
but we can distinguish conceptually between the bonds of attachment,

vhich are predominantly affective, and bonds of cormitment which imply

the investment of time, energy, and effort into the activities of the
group.

For the dependent variable--a global ;ndicator of developed academic
compétence-~Henmon-Nelson group IQ test scores which were administered
& year later are used. Since intelligence tests were originally'devised
to predict school performance, they tap those kinds of knowledgé and
cognitive and verbal skills which are required and have transfer value
in the traditional classroom. Since I will be dealing with two grg@e
levels separaf.ely, each of which is fairly homogeneous with respect to
chronological age, the conversion from "mental ages" to the IQ ratio
- makes little difference.

The seiection of this measure for a dependent variable does not
imply adherence to a uni-dimensional as opposed to multi-factor theory
of intelligence: én-the contrary the test is viewed as a global multi-
dimensional (but heavily verbal) measure of learned academic abilities.
But it is a measure of some considerable educationai and political importance
in its own right. An analysis of some of its socio~-cultural precursors

may prove to have some gpin-off value bearing on the old nature-nurture




controversy which has been rearoused.
(TABLE 1 HERE)

Two sub-samples of the secondary school population were selected
to provide internal replicaticn of the relationships to‘be discussed:
the seventh-grade and the tenth-grade classes f 1965 when the question-
naires were administered. In the following year, 1966, the éighth-grade
and eleventh-grade IQ tests were administergd. Ia Table 1 you can see
that the differences between occupational groups énd.between Blacks
and Whites in both of these samples is very'close to analogous differences .
reported in many other studiesf-fluctuating.about fifteen IQ points or |
one standard deviation.

This magnitude of difference on almost any indicator of educational
attainment has been repeatedly documented in all western societies for
social classes, and on thé confounded dimension of race in the United
Statés. The effert to interpret these’gross disparities by differences
in motivation, opportunity, and intellectual quality of the social
milieux has been a central topic in the sociology bf education.

For the sakg of descriftive clarity and simplicity I would like
to present.a series of tabulations--~taking one variable at a time which
serves as an indicator of either scme quality of a social group or the
social bond attaching the individual to the group and showing its rela-
tionship to the IQ test scores in the two grzde levels. °

All of these items are, of course, confounded.with one uanother. One
cannot simply add up the "variances explained" in each bi-variate relation-

ship taker separately to see what proportion of the total variance in IQ
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test scores has been "accounted for." After a quick review of selected
bi-variate relationships, which have primarily descriptive and expository

value, a more complex analysis of covariance will be summarized.

(TABLES 2, 3, 4, AND 5 HERE)
This set of tables, two through five, show the relationship of some
frequently-used indicators of "cultural advantage" to IQ test scores.

The relationships portrayed are rather well-established.

"Attachnent" --

(TABIE 6 HERE)

The item which is here used to indicate attachment to.the primary
family is the question, "Would your father stick by you if you got into
really bad trouble?" Among the seventh-grade students the relationship
is ;:lea,r and monotonic; it is neither strong nor regular among the older.

age group, though the relationship tends in the same direction.

"Commitment" -~

~ (TABLE T HERE) °

Here the relationship is considerably stronger--especially smong the
younger students where you see difference of nineteen IQ points between
those who value and those who devalue their parents goals. Interestingly
enough this relationship holds up among those seven.th-grade students who
report that their parents do not pressure them toward higher educational

attainment.
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Peers

Qualitx"--
(TABIE 8 HERE)

Only very indirect indicators of the characteristics of a student's
friends were available in the survey since no sociometric device was
| administered. We did inquire about friends' arrest records, race, neigh-
borhood, popularity, and other items. It seemed that the most likely
indicator of the friends' academic performance was the students' per-
ception of his teachers' attitudes toward his friends. This is a rather
tenuous chain of inferences, but; in this event, the responses do show
a clear relationshi; to the IQ of the respondent. Taken by itself, of
course, this might simply reflect an homopryly of attributes--"birds of
a feather flock together". But it is.also congruent with the interpreta-
tion vhich . has been supported‘in other studies (e.g., Wilson, 1969) end
subsequent tables (e.g., Table 11, ﬁelow) will strengthen, that the
academic performance of salient peers serves as a norm--a reference--

for individual performance.

"Attachment" -~

kTABLE 9 HERE)
Here we find a clear dichotomous relationship.' Using respect as
an indicator of affective attachment we find those who are attached
perform better; those who are detached from their peers perform worse.
Again, using the prior variable as a control, thié'rel;tionship vas found

to hold up both for those whose friends are liked by‘teachers (presumably

H
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the academically competent) and those whose friends teachers don't like.
This is analogous to Hirschi's finding with regard to juvenile delinquency:
the closeness to peers favors reasoning ability regardless of the

academic or social status of ti peers to whom one is attached. It is

the social isolate who, on the average, is less competent.

This raises a methodological question about the kir;d of forced-
choice question which is often used to assess the relative salience of
cross-cutting reference groups. This form of question, "Whose disapproval
would concern you most if you should be (for example) caught stealing:
your parents, your friends, or your teachers?" in{plies a zero-sum game.
In my data I have found that the strength of bonds to various groups are
positively associated. Strong é,ttachments to parents are associated with
strong attachments to peers. It is the detached individual who is more

likely to be morally deviant and intellectually retarded.

"Commitment" =~

(TABLE 10 HERE)

The relationship between the amount of time invested in interacting
with peers and IQ provides | a clear confirmation of the foregoing discus-
sion of the associaticn of attachment and reasoning. Except for a slight
. eurvilinearity involving very few pefsons at the extreme end of the’
distribution--perhaps a law of diminishing returns--the more time spent
in informal conversation the higher the level of_ academic compe‘éence.

To hearken back to the earlier analogy, as Mead and Piaget emphasized
the importance of play for the development of a noa-authoritarian
morality, so "rapping" is conducive of non-authoritarian reasoning. The

informal unstructured conversation among peers, whether the topic be sex
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or people or politics or fantasy involves an almost continuous process

of analysis and intellectual justification. /

School

"Q‘_'lalit::"""
(TABLES 11, 12, AND 13 HERE)

Turning to the quality of the school we are once again on well-
3 ' plowed terrain., In Taole 11 showing the relationship between the proportion

of lower-class children in the students' prior elementary school and

Bl o ey

his subsequent performance on an IQ test we have a finding which has been

made widely known by the Coleman Report. (1966) as well as some earlier

studies of mine (Wilson, 1963 and 1969) on consequences of segregation.

R AT A - A R MLl aeci aliard

Let me not elaborate here except to say that while the relationship
is quite well documented, there still is, in my mind, some uncertainty

concerning its interpretation. Many authors have evoked a sub-cultural
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thesis suggesting that different values placed upon academic success

modify the aspirations and performance of individuals subject to this

] . ' influence. However this contextual effect could well operate upon

_the instrucfional process more'directxy: tﬁe‘proportion of time devoted
to instruction and study rather than behavioral control and non-academic

activity is associated with the modal performance of the class, as are
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teacher standards and expectations. A clearer unravelling of these

classroom processes is needed.

In Table 12 a“mﬁch more direct assessment of the intellectual norms
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of the prior elcmentary school is used--the average IQ of each students
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classmates (excluding his own prior IQ) when he was in the sixth grade.
The relationship is, as would be expected, much sharper than when using
social class to characterize the elementary school. There is a degree
of circularity in this relationship, however. Insofar as an individual's
classmates in the sixth grade accompany him into the eighth and eleventh
grades, the part-whole correlation which inflates the cénstancy of individual
tests over time also leads to some degree of spurious inflation of the
association shown here.

Since teacher expectations and student performance undoubtedly have
a reciprocal relationship over time, either an experimental study or an
analysis of longitudinal data with repeated measurements would be required
to clearly establish the qausaliorder in the relatio»ship shown in
Table 13. Since here the perceptions of teacher expectations are expressed
a year before the performance test, the'data are congruent with the thesis
which Professor Rosenthal (1968) has put forward. Yet, in this case, these

expectations could be based upon prior student achievements.

“"Commitment"=-

(TABLE 14 HERE)

Commitment to school might be repfesented by many varisbles. Time
spent on school work would seem a likely candidate except that the success-
ful student need devoté little time to it and the unsuccessful student is
often forced to devote a great deal. In Table 14 I take the rather obvious

\\

index of educational aspirations.

Society

In conceptualizing the nature of the social bonds which may attach




a youth to the society as a whole it is his perception of his stake in
the futu?e, the structure of opportunities which the society may offer,
and the relevance of present effort--particularly academic effort--to
future rewards, wﬁich seems most relevant. Considerable prior research

has shown the motivational potency of future oriertations. (E.g., Turner,

196k) .

"Qualitx"-Q
(TABLE 15 HERE)
Of coiisiderable relevance to one of our initial disparity in per-
formance between Blacks and Whites is the anticipation that racial dis-

crimination will block occupational mobility anyhow-~thus negating the

supposed instrumental value of effort in the educational domain. .

" Commi tment" ~-

(TABLES 16, 17, 18, AND 19)

Here we have a series of MMPI-type items which are frequently used
in social and psychological research in scales of "future orientation",
"ambition", "mastery-fatalism", and "anomie". I have selected single
items from each of these sbaleé. In each case, in both age groups, we

have clear and strong relationships -in the anticipated direction.

Covariance Analysis

As I indicated at the outset, before presenting these individual
biveriate relationships, all of the "independent" variables are confounded

wvith one another. Race, occupational status, the various indicators of
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the "cultural advantage" or quality of the socializing groups as well as
the indicatoxrs of social bonds, are correlated with one another. Thus,
to some extent, when looking at each relationship separately, we are
explaining the seme variance over and over again.

In order to estimate the independent effect of each variable we need
to (statistically) hold all the other variables constant. "Least squares"
multiple regression--in this case, since we have categorical varisbles,
usually called analysis of covarianég--provides an efficient and well
established procedure for estimating::_.the magnitude of the individual

effects as vell as for testing the null hypothesis. (See Wilson, 1969,

pp. 79-83 for a discussion of the model.)
" (TABLE 20 HERE)

Table 20 is a summary of the analysis, I should mentiqn that here
.severa.l of the variablesare scales consisting of the summated scores of
two or more items which were represented by single items in the foregoing
illustrations.

Looking in the bottom row of this table you see that the multiple
correlation between IQ and‘the entire set of variebles is .76. Fifty-e;ght
per cent of the \(ariance in IQ test scores is accounted for.

Notice that the last three variables: family size, occupational
status, and race do not attain statistical significance. The large
disparities of some fifteen IQ points.between the off-spring of professional
and of lower-class parents and between Blacks and Whites are entirely
inte'rpreted'by the set of intervening en't'{ronmenta\l variables. This
should go some way toward meeting Professor Jensen's complaint (1969,

rp. 82-83) that "no one has yet produced any evidence based on a properly
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controlled study to show that representative samples of Negro and White
children can be equalized in intellectual ability through statistical
control of environment and education.”

I realize that a staunch advocate of a biogenetic perspective will
not be satisfied that the data and argument here are compelling. It
could be argued that some of the variables which I have “taken represent
environmental and cultural influences upon the students--such as fathers'
education or the students own ambition--are themselv-es determined by
genetic factors. I would tend to agree that a truiy compelling refutation
of the biogenetic explanation of differences in the performance of dif-
ferent social groups would have to be 'experimental: it would entail
the obliteration of all factors. which define them as distinguishable social
groups. (Or perhaps we should pursue Professor Stinchcombe's whimsical
suggestion to apply for a large reseerch grant to retire to a well-
integrated South Sea island and wait to accumulate a sufficient sample
of identical twins--one of each paif being black and the other white--
so that we could estima;t:e the environmental effect of race while being
assured of genetic idéntity.)

More seriously I would suggest that this analysis' does shift the
burden of empirical demonstration to those who would argue that eithex
status distinction or racial disparities in performance are based upon

assortative mating within differentiated genetic pools.

Summary

A

I have reviewed three thgmes which have dominated the sociology

of education: the /su‘t;-cultuz"al thesis, the socio-cultural advantaege
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thesis, and the biogenetic thesis. With regards to the last I would

argue (as did Durkheim) that in trying to account for differences in

the behavior of iﬁentifiable social groups we should look for social

; - causes. With regards to the socio-cultural perspectives I have sug-

ﬂ gested that we might enrich our understanding by elaborating and updating
the theory of social integration or social control which has deep

roots in the history of social thought.
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The analysis I have presented here is quite provisional, although

- I believe a prima facie case is made for the warrantability of the. thesis.

To the extent that the thesis may be true it raises some questions about

our presuppositions in cducational practice in urban ereas.

For example, educators have often been morally hung-up over whether
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they had the right to wean lower-class youths from their parents by

indoctrinating them with middle~class values. If this social cohesion
thesis is correct, if educators could succeed in damaging family solidarity
they would interfere with intellectual development. Similarly I would
-question the desire of many adults to interfere with informal peer rela-
tions. While I would‘nqt-advocate radical policies on the basis of these

tenuous findings, we should be Plagued by healthy doubts.
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Figure 1. Variables indicating the socializing quality and the bonds of
attachment and commitment to salient groups in the environment of youths

Grou Indices of Social Bonds
P Quality Attachment Commitment

Family Cultural advantage Trust Emulation
Parental attainment - Affection Cooperation

Peers Academic at tainments Loyalty Time spent with peers
Values of peers Respect Approval of activity

School ° Academic status Importance Educational aspirations
Teacher characteristics Respect Effort

Society Perceived opportunity Fatalism - Ambition

Perceived discrimination Anomie Future orientation




Table 1. Mean Henmon-Nelson IQ test scores in the eighth grade and in '
the eleventh grade, of students sampled in the seventh and tenth grades,
by parent's occupation and by rece

Fighth Grade Eleventh Grade

. o . Sample Mean Sample Mean
Classification Number 10 Number 10
Parent's occupation )

Professional and mansgerial » ¢ « « » ¢ » (81) 110 (72) 110

White COllar ¢ o ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ 2 ¢ 6 0 ¢ o o o ( 132 ) 106 ( 142 ) 103

Working (journeymen and semi--skilled) . . (163) 100 (162) 101

. Lower (unskilled, unemployed) .« « ¢« « o o (233) 97 (167) 93
Race '

Black o 6 o @ 0 o ¢ 5 6 @ ¢ ¢ @ © o ¢ o o (281) 92 (201) 88

White © 0 ¢ o 6 6 6 6 06 06 0 0 0 v 0 0 e 0 (287 ) 106 ( 317 ) 103

Total sample e © @ @ ¢ % @ 0 ¢ 6.0 58 5 o o @ (609) 102 (543) 101




Table 2. IQ by father's education

Eighth Grade Eleventh Grade

"How much education does

your father have?# gﬁﬂgiﬁ M;Zé : ﬁiggt; M;Zé
Some high 8chool Or 1eSs ¢ « o « o ¢ » o o o (169) 98 (197) 96
Graduated from high school « « ¢ o + « o« o« « (183) 102 (159) 101
Trade or business SChool « « « o o o o« o o o £{325) 99 (30) 103
Some college or junior college « « + o o o « (99) 105 (62) 102
Graduated from a 4-year college .« o « o « o (118) 108 (77) 112




Table *¢ IQ by object in the home

Eighth Grade Kleventh Grade

"4t your home, is there a map of ~
the United States?" Sampl e M;g" Sanple “‘;S"
Yes o € ©6 0 © 6 0 o o 06 o o 6 © 06 06 o o o @ (522) 103 (508) 102
No ® ¢ 6 6 6 & 6 % 0 6 8 ¢ 6 6 b o e o e e (141) 9“ (6“‘) 88
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Table 4. IQ by travel

Eighth Grade Eleventh Grade

wywhat is the longest trip you have - -

. . Sample lMean Sample Mean
taken outside your .city?" Number  IQ Number I0
Never outside city 1imits o o o o o o o o o 223; gg 212; 95
Bay Area cities e o o o o o o o o o o o 0 . ""9 12 91"
California e © ¢ o o o © o o o o o o o o o O (109) 99 (38) 98
Qutside California e © © @ o o o @ o o o o o (‘*7"") 105 (368) 103

'.;.
\

“!




Table 5. IQ by number of siblings
sighth Grade Eleventh Grade
31 _ Sample Mean Sample lean
Number of Siblings Nunber IQ Rumber IQ
O"l ¢ & &6 & 2 o 6 & O O T P 6 6 O o o O T & (135) 107 (138) 103
2 ® & & 0 0 9 o G @ O & ¢ O ¢ O & O o o6 w @ (119) 103 (121) 103
3 ® & 0 0 U O 9 & WV O & 6 W O T O O W % P B (120} 103 (83) 101
li"'? & 6 0 ©® o o » o 0 ® @6 Vv ¢ o ¢ o o o w o ) (20?) 98 (179) 9?
8 or more._ ® ¢ o 1 00 0 ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (7 3) 91 (44'0) 92
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Table 6. IQ by closeness to father

"Would your father stick by you if you got Eighth Grade Eleventa %rade
into really bad trouble?" Sample Mean Sample Mean

Number 10 Nunmber 10
Cer’;ainly © @ ¢ o o 0 0 0 ¢ o o 0 0 0 -0 0 (289) 104 (2?8) 102
Probably e o o 0 s 0 o0 0 o ; e o o o o o (150) 103 (121) 101
Ma}'be ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o o. o. 0. o o o o o o o (75) 100 (50) 97
Don't_know ¢ @ e o 0 0 0o o o 0 o: c o o ; o o (92) a7 ("}6) 100
I doubt it ¢ o o ¢ o ¢ o o o e o s 0o oo« (52) 95 (57) 97
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Table 7. IQ by commitment to parental goals

Eighth Grade Bleventh Grade

"My parents want me to aim for goals which

I think are of little value." §szgi§ M;gn ' ﬁzﬁgis M;an

Strongly agree ¢ o o ® © & 0 ¢ 0 0 0 ¢ o o o (58) 91 (27) 89

Agree ¢ ® v o 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 s 00 0 0 0 0 o (loo) 95 (35) 101

Undecided ® & & 0 ¢ o 0 0 ¢ 4 6 e. 0 0 ¢ e @ (209) 99 (121“') 99

Disagree ® @ 0 0 0 & ¢ 0 0 0 ¢ 0 0 0 0 6 e @ (154) 106 (195) 104
® & & 0 ¢ 0 O ® 2 o ¢ & @ (112 ) 110 ) ( ll 7) 103

Strongly disagree




Table 8. IQ by teachers' evaluation of peer group

Eighth Grade Eleventh Grade

“How much do you think most teachers like

the group of friends you go with?" ,giﬁgt; M;gn : gi:gii M;gé
Very IMUCH o o ¢ ¢ ¢ 0 o 0,06 0 ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o (103) 106 (99) 102
Fairly well o o o o ® o o o o 0’ 0 0o o o » (246) 104 (222) 103
I don't KNOwW o o ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o (161‘") 100 (155) 98
Not MUCh o o ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o (88) 96 (46) 98
Not @t @ll ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o (ll.}) 93 (16) 93
I have no group of friends at this school . (23) 93 (26) 99




Table 9. IQ by respect for peer group

Eighth Grade Eleventh Grade

"Would you like to be the kind of person
your best friends are?! ﬁiﬁgii M;gn giﬁgti M;Zé
In all or some WayS o« e« o s o o o o o o o o (515) 104 (423) 103

No (Or I have no friends): . :o.o ° ‘. o- .o. ° (145) 91 (105) 91"'




Table 10. IQ by time spent with peers

Eighth Grade Eleventh Grade

 “How many hours a week do you spend

sitting around talking with friends?" -332525 A;;n ;izgii M;;n
None at all ® o o © 6 & o ® 6 6 o6-0 o & o o (55) 97 (12) 91
Less than 1 © o o 0 @ 0 6 0 6 06 o o o o o (229) 101 (72) 9?
1l=-2 hours ® o o o © 0 0 0 @ o 0 o o o 0 o 0_(195) 102 (138) 100
3-# hOUPS 4 ¢ o o o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o o o o o s 091) :104 (98) 101
5-6 hOU'S ¢ ¢ o ¢ @ o o o o o o o o o o o o (##) 107. (62) 110
7-8 HOUPS o o o ¢ @ o o ¢ o 6 o ¢ 6 o o o o (10) 118 (27) 107
O Or more hOUrs + o o o o o o o o o o o o o (29) 96 . (47) 102
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Table 1ll. IQ by social-class character of prior elementary schocl

Eighth Grade Eleventh Grade

Percentage of lower-class schoolmates in

elementary school attended .Sszgii M;gn : S::gii M;gn
0-10% ® o o o o o o , ® & 0 6 0 0 o o o o o ° (126 ) llO (68) lO?
10-20% € © o © 06 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 o o * o o ¢ o ( 97 ) 105 (73) 106
20"'""0% ¢ & & o oo 0 0 0 o N @ @ O ¢ o o ® o o (77 ) 10"" (177 ) loo
40-50% ¢ o o 0 O o o & o 0 o o o o ¢ o o o ¢ (220 ) 93 (75) 92
50% O MOX'€ o o o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 0 ¢ 06 6 0 0 o (123 ) 92 (94) 90
\

©

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Table 13, IQ by teachers'

expectatioans

A S i S L S0 e

"What kind of work do most

of your

Eighth Grade

Eleventh Grade

teachers

on Sample Mean Sample Mean
seem to expect from you Number 19 Number I5
Excelient work . I N . I (108) 3.08 (101) 1l2
Good work o o o o o o ®© o 0 o 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 (391) 103 (371) 99
They don't seem to care o« o « o o o o o s o (5) == (19) 97
Poor “'Ork\ ®© © ¢ ¢ 0 4 ® 0 0 6 06 0 0 6 © o o (171) 93 ' ('Q'Z9) 93




Table 14, IQ by educaticnal aspirations

"How much schooling would you like to

Eighth Grade Eleventh Gradeg

o e e e feople Ve oempl oo
Sone high sChool ¢ ¢ 0 o « o.o ® o o o © o o (32) 91 (7) bntnd
High school graduation; apprenticeship . « . (129) 93 (52) 90
Trade Or business . sSChOOl o+ o o o ¢« ¢« o o o o (22) 97 (44) 97
Some college or junior college « « o.0 o » o« (99) 99 (131) 96
College graduation (four years) .« « ¢ o o o (355) 107 (304) 1106
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Table 15. IQ by anticipation of discrimination

"Do you think that racial discrimination Bighth Grade Eleventh Grade
wvill keep you from getting the kind of Sample Mean Sample }Mean
job you want to have eventually?" Number IQ Number _IQ
Yes; maybe ® o o o s 0 0 s 00 0 0 00 D (322) 98 (172) 96
NOooooooooooooooooooo.o\(298) 106 (343) lol“
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Table 16. I1Q by orientation to the future

Eighth Grade Eleventh Grade

"A person should live for today and let

tomorrow take care .of itself," g:ﬁﬁii M;gn ;:Ziii M;gn
$trongly QETGE » o o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o o o o 0.0 (152) 97 (#9) 92
Agree e ¢ 0 6 ¢ o o o ¢ o o o ; e o o o o o (160) 99 (70) 99
Undecided e © ©.06 © o o o o o o ® o ¢ o o o_(llZ) 101 (64) 103
Disagree e o o o-o e © 06 o © 06 06 0 06 ¢ o o o (13?) 106 ) (139) 106
Strongly disagree e o o o o o o o ; ¢ o o o (92) 1109 (98) 103
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Table 17. IQ by ambition

Bighth Grade Eleventh Grade
"An easy life is a happy life." Sample Mean Sample Ilean
' Number  IQ Number I3

(L07) 92 (41) 96
(180) 98 (85) 95
(209) 103 (L51) 99
(108) 110 (171) 106

(39) 109 (61) 105
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Strongly42§sagree

/

N TR TR

® ‘e o ®
o o o o o
o o ®  J [ ]
e ¢ & o o
e 9 o o o
® ¢ L] ® [ ]
L J ® [ ] L ] ..
e o o o o
e @ o 9 o
e © o o o
s o o o o
e o o o
® e ® ® '.

M G b i e SEE L

A AR L A S T T A

[ A L St LD

Tt E AT TR AT T TR e 2R e T

Sl

§ R R ANRIM DT Y S s
:
) .
2 |




Table 18, .IQ by fatalism

Eighth Grade Eleventh Grade

"What is going to happen to me will

happen, no matter what I do." gzﬁgii M;Zn g::gi: h;;n
Strongly ABTEEC o o o o o o o o .o ® ¢ o 0.0 o (68) 97 (37) 98
Agree e o o o o ¢ o 0 o - o ® ; e o ¢ o o o (124) 98 ' (69) 96
Undecided@ o+ ¢ o -0 ¢ o o ° e o o o o o 0 o o (230) 102 (91) 99
Disagree. ® 0 0 & & © & .0 0 06 6 ¢ o O ¢ 0 e @ (llfO) 105 (111'2) 105
Strongly disagree ® ¢ 0 & 0 o o 0 0 ¢ 0 o o (84) 106 (83) 108
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Table 19. IQ by anonmie

"Most criminals really shouldn't be blamed ?igh;h G;ade Eéeveﬁth grade ]
for the things they have done." nggei ‘ign Ni$§e§ ;;n ]
§trongly QETeCE. o o o o o 0 0o ¢ ¢ o o o o o o Eggg gO (21) 97 :
Agree e © ¢ o © o 0 0 0 .0 0 0 0t o 0 0 s 0 0 5 9 (53) 95 .
Undecided LY S R A I I I I o o o (10’0) 100 (89) 98 ]
Disagree e ¢ ® o 0 o 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o o (205) 102 (202) 103 7
Strongly disagree e © °o 0 0 o 5 o o 0 .0 o @ (219) 10? (16‘*) 103




;- Tuble 200 A covariance anulysis of ciphth-grade lenmon-Helson 1Q test
scores of the seventh=grude sumple (N=545)

Source of Variation Zcro-o?der .Partiu} Per c?nt
Relation Represnion of Variance
ANOIN1iC © o o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o © & o o o e © o ¢ e e o o o o o 5?5
ngh ® © o o o o o ¢ o ¢ o © * 6 e e @ "'8 ° 7 "3 . 9
Low ® © 9 o e & o e e o ¢ o © ¢ o e @ +3.0 'f‘lo}'
Fatalism o e o o e o o o o o ® o o o o o +5ol +103 3
ARDIition o o o o o o ¢ o e e o o o o o . +6 ) +L1ok 4
Perception of unemployment o o o o o o o 4.8 +0.6* 1+
Anticipation of discrimination o o o ¢ ¢ o o ©* e e o o o o o 0 e 3

Yes e & o ¢ o ° o ° o ° o ©* @ o o o o ~1+.8 -1.6
No e © o e o o o ¢ ¢ o © ¢ o o o o o +3.6 "+l°2
nducational aspirations e ¢ o ¢ o ¢ o o - e o o o c e e 3

i
1
WMNO
L ]

High school, apprenticeship, or iess °
Sone ccllege, junior college, or trade
College graduation « o o o o ¢ ¢ o o o
Teacher eéexpectations o o o ¢ o ¢ ¢ o o &
E"x:cellent.........o....
I‘iOderateooooooooooooooo
POOI‘ooooooooooooooooo
Academic guality of elementary schoole
Sport among Peers e« ¢ o o o ¢ ¢ o o o o
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: APDPTrove e o ¢ o ¢ o o ¢ ¢ o o o o o o +1. +0.5
% Disapprove e o o o 0 o o o o 0 o o o o -8 . -2 3
z Time spent with ff}"-eers~ e e o o o o o o o o o e o o o o o ¢ o 0 o 1l
! Nong at all « « o ® e o o o o 0o o o o -2 +6.3
; 1-4 hours o« o« o o o o L R I R -0, -0.8
f 5"‘8 hour® o ¢ o o o o ';“o e e o o o o o +7. +2.9
3 O Or MOTe hoUr'S ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o o o 41, +1.1
; . ReSpeCt for Peel grouP o o o ¢ o o ¢ ¢ ¢ o e o o o e o o o 4

In all or some ways « ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o &
No (Or no friends) e o o o o 0 o o o
Teachers' evaluation of peers o« ¢ o o
ADProvVe o ¢ o o o o o o ¢ o ¢ o o o
DisapprOVe ® o 0 o o o o o o ¢ o o o
Commitment to parental goals « ¢ o o o o
Closencss to father o« « ¢ o o
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Travel ¢ o ¢ o o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o e o o o o o o ® o o o
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Bay AT€3 o ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o
Outside e o o 0 o o ¢ o o o
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0
8
5
0
8
Less than high school ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ =5,0 +1.
High school er junior college +« « o o =1,l -1,
COlngeooooooooooooooo +7e3 4+l e
. Number of siblings ® o ¢ o o o o s o 0 0 =32 ~0.2" O+
3 Occupational statuUs o o o o o ¢ v ¢ o o o ¢ o o o o o o e o o o QOF
3 Professional and managerial « « « ¢ o 46,0 «1.3*
3 Whitc COllar o o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o ¢ o o o o +4.1 +1l.2*
4 Working (journeyman and semi-skilled) =0.7 -0.3*
3 Lower (unskilled, uncmployed)e o o o o =7,1 +0.1*
:: Race [ J [ ] [ ] [ ] [ J [ ] L ] L ] [ ] L [ ] [ J L ] L ] [ ] [ J [ ] [ ] ... [ J [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] L ] [ J [ ] [} 2‘
%; Black ® o o o o o 0 o o o 0 o o e e o =12,0 ) -1.10-‘
? White e e e o O e o e e o c e e o o o +3.0 +O.1+‘

- El{llc Totul (R:.?é) ‘)8%
= *dot statisticully significant.
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s+ ‘Dable 21. A covariance analysis of eleventh-grade Henmon-Nelson 1Q test
scores of the tenth-grade sample (N=222)

s Zero-order  Partial Per cent

Source of Variation Relation Regression of Variance
Anomie o © ¢ ¢ e o o o o o ¢ o o 0 o o 0 0 o o 0 0 0 0 0 s e 0 e 00 O%

High ® o © © o o o o o6 o o o o o o o o -1.5 -1.6

LOW © o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o @ o o ¢ @ ¢ o o o o +0.5 +O.5:
Fatalism o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o s o o & s o 5 o +3.2 . +1le2 2
Ambition ¢ ¢ o e ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o o o ¢ o o +1.5 +O.3‘ (0%
Perception of unemployment o o o ¢ o o o +1,7 +0.2* 0*
Anticipation of discrimination ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ s o o ¢ o o o o 0 o 0 o o 1

YesS ¢ o ¢ ¢ o o ¢ o o o o o o o o o o -6.0 -1‘,5

No ® o ¢ o o o o o o o ‘“ © o o o o -0 ...1.6 +o.l+
Educational aspirations e ¢ o o o o o o o 0 o 0 0o 0o 0 e 0o s > e 0 10

High school, apprenticeship, or less « =7.7. -1.8

Some college, junior college, or trade =9.2 =5.1

College graduation ¢ o o o o o o o o o 44" 22
TeaCher expectations e e o o % o o o 0 o ©o 4~ O O O D> o o o o o o+ o ll

Excellent o o o o o o o o o o o o o o +10.3 +6.0

MOderate e o o © © o o © o o o o o o -2.6 -1.5

Poor ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ o e o o o o % o -11.0 - -6.6
Academic quality of elementary school -« +5.2 +1.4 4
Sport among peers e © o o o o o o o o o o oﬁ: ® © © o o o o o o o 2

Approve o o o ‘@ Yo o ® e o o o o > o o dg‘ -,

Disapprove o o o ¢ o o o o o o o o oo +0,! +On5>
Time spent with peers' e o 6 ® s.9 o6 o o o o o o o"’;":.'o e o o o 2

Nome at all o o o o o oo o o o' o o =10,1 '=13.5

l-l} hours e ¢ o o © o o @ © o o o o o —0.2} -o.l

5-8 hours e o © @ o o o o o o‘_o. o o +2.9 +l.6

9 or more hours e« s o o o o o o o o o . =l,1 -l.1 :
Respect for peer group e o6 e 0 ® o © ° o O O o6 © o o o "0 o o o o l.

In all or some ways o o o o o o o a o 31,2 +0.3*

No (or no. friends) ¢ o o o o o = s o » =64 -1l:4
Teachers' evaluation of PEEI'S o ¢ o o .0 o o o o 70 o o o o o o 0 0‘
. Approve e ¢ ¢ o o o 00 o @ o o o o o -‘-l.o ’ +002.

DiSapProve o o o o o ¢ o o %o o o o s o =2,2 -0.4*
Commitment to parental goals o ¢ ¢ o o o =0,1 -1.8 0
Closeness to father e o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o' ¢ o 0 ¢ o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o 1

Close ® 6 8 o ¢ o o o © o O o o o o o \;l.f!lb * +O.LI-

Not close e o © o © o o O e o o o o 0o -li-,? -1.6
Traveloooooooto00'0.0o.oooooooooo'oooooo 0‘
. Bay Area e © o o o o ©®© o o o & o o o o —5.5 -0.9. :

Outside e © o o o © o o o o o o o o o ...0.3 +o.o. ‘
Objects in home o o oo o o o o o o o o +4,0 +0.5* ©l*
Father's education o © 6 © © © o © o o o o © © o © © o o o©o o o o -0 13 5

Less than high 5Chool o o o ¢ o o o ¢ «=6,6 -3.1

High schocl or junior college =+ o o o =1.2 -1.2

COllege €. e o @ ® e o o o © o o o o o +12.Ll» +7.5
Numbar of siblings ¢ e o o o o o o o o o =3,2 -1.6 d 2
'Occupational SE3LUS o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o 0 © 0 o o 0o o o o lu

Professional or managerial o « « o o o +9.6 . 7 40.3*

White collar ¢ o« o« o ¢ o ¢ "¢ o o o o «=0.3 +0.1*

Working (journeyman and semi-skilled) =l.4 +0.0*

Lowar (unskilled, unemployed) =« o ¢ o =8.1 -0.7*
NRaceoooooooooooooooooooooooooooooool.

BlaCl{ ® .0 % o 0 0 0o o o o o s o 0o o o0 -12.7 -106.

Whita o » ¢ o o o ¢ ¢ o o ¢ 0o o o o o "’1'5 +0.2

Total (§;o73) 539,




